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Dear Commissioner: 

Applicants/Appellants, Rahul Mehra and Brendan Lyoskey, and their Assignee, Pace Pic, 
file this. Appeal Brief pursuant to- 3? CFR §4 1 .37 in support of their appeal to the- Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences. 



37 CFR $4i.37(cKlXn 
Real Party In Interest 

The real parties in interest are the Applicants/Appellants,. Rahul Mehra and Brendan 

Lynskey, and their Assignee, Pace Micro Technology, Pic. 




There are no related appeals or interferences. 



37CFRM13?(cMl>Cjti| 
Status of the Claims 

Claims 4 through 11, 13 through 15, 17 and 18 are pending in the present patent 
application and are appealed herein. Claim 18 is an independent claim relating to a receiver for 
digital data broadcast from a remote location. Claims 4, 5, 9, IS, and 17 each depend on Claim 
IS. Claim 6 is dependent on Claim 4. Claim 7 is dependent on Claim 6, Claim 8 is dependent on 
Claim 7. Claim 10 is dependent on Claim 9, Claim 11 is dependent on Claim 10, Claim 13 is 
dependent of Claim 7, and Claim 14 is dependent on Claim 9. 

In summary, Claims 1, 2, 3. 12 and 16 have been cancelled, Claims 4 through 11, 13 
through 15, 17 and 18 are pending, rejected, and on appeal. No claims have been allowed to 
date. 



37 CFR §41.37(cH l>(iv) 
Status of Amend men is 

Applicant's/Appellant's original patent application claims priority to a United Kingdom 

Application, No. 0005542.6, filed March 9, 2000. 
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In an initial Office Action dated July 1 5, 2005 the Examiner rejected Claims 1 and 4 
through 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sehindler et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5,995,155) in view of Geldman et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,740,466). The Examiner also rejected 
Claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C, §103 (a) as unpatentable over Sehindler et al. in view of 
GeMisan et al. and further in view of Murtha et al, {U.S. Patent No. 4,166,289). In a response 
dated December 1 5, '2005, ■ Applicants/Appellants filed an amendment, amending Claims 1, 6, 7 
and 1 5 and also adding new Claim 1 6. 

'["hereafter, in an Office Action dated March 8. 2006, the Examiner rejected Claims L 4 
through 11 and 13 through 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sehindler et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,995,155) in view Geldman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,740,466) and further in 
view Blatter et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,754,651). kl addition, the Examiner rejected Claims .2 and 
3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Sehindler et at in view of Geldman et al. and 
further in view of Blatter et al. and further in view of Murtha ei al, (U.S. Patent No. 4,166,289). 

in response thereto, Applicants/Appellants filed a Request for Continued Examination 
and an amendment dated July 6. 2006 amending Claim 1 and Claim 16. 

Thereafter, the Examiner on September 6, 2006, in response to the Request for Continued 
Examination, rejected Claims 1, 4 through 11 and 13 through 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Sehindler et a!. (U.S. Patent No. 5,995,155) in view of Geldman ei ah (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,740,466) and further m view of Blatter ei al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,754,651). 
Additionally, the Examiner rejected Claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over Sehindler et al in view of Geldman et al. and further in view of Blatter et al. and further in 
view of Murtha eta!. (U.S. Patent No. 4,166,289), 



In response thereto, on March 5,. 2007, AppHcaats/AppeUants tiled an amendment which 
amended Claims 1 and 16 and added new Claim 17. 

Thereafter, on June 4, 2007, the Examiner issued a final rejection rejecting Claims 1 >. 4 
through 11 and 13 through 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) ss unpatentable over Sehmdler el al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,995,155) in view ofGeldman et ai (U.S. Patent No, 5,740,466} and further in 
view of Blatter et ai (U.S. Patent No. 5,754,65!) and further in view of Barton et ai. (U.S. Patent. 
No. 6,233,389). Additionally, the Examiner rejected Claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Schindler et ai in view of Geldnian et ah and further in view of Blatter et al. in 
view of Barton et al and further in view of Murtha et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 4, 1 66,2 89). 

In response thereto, Applicants/Appellants filed a response dated September 20, 2007. 
An Advisory Action was issued by the Examiner on October 27, 200?. 

Applicants/Appellants filed a. Request for Continued Examination and an amendment 
dated December 4. 2007, amending Claim 1. 

Thereafter, the Examiner issued an Office Action dated March 14, 2008 rejecting Claims 
h 4 through 11 and 13 through 16 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as unpatentable over Schindler et al. 
(U.S. Patent No, 1995,155) in view ofGeldman ei ai (U.S. Patent No. 5,740,466) and further in 
view of Blatter et ai (U.S. Patent No. 5,754,651). In addition, the Examiner rejected Claims 2 
and 3 under U.S.C, § 103(a) as unpatentable over Schindler et al. in view ofGeldman et al. and 
further in view of Blatter et ai and farther in view of Martha ei al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,1 .66,289). 

In response, Applicants/Appellants filed an amendment dated June 12, 2008 -cancelling 
Claim I and amending Claims 2 through 5, 9, 15, 16 and adding new independent Claim 1 8. 

The Examiner issued an. Office Action dated September 17, 2008 finally rejecting Claims 
2 though 1 1 and 13 through IS, in response thereto, Applicants/Appellants filed an amendment 
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dated January 19, 2009 amending independent Claim 18. Following an Advisory Action dated. 
February 20, 2009, Applicants/Appellants submitted a Request for Continued Examination. 

The Examiner issued an Office Action dated May 8, 2009 rejecting Claims 4 through 1 1 , 
13 through 16 and 18 under the new grounds of Schmdler et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,995,155) in 
view of Bright-man et al, (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2006/0292292). On August 6\ 2009, 
Applicants/ Appellants filed an amendment amending independent Claim 1 8. 

Finally, on December % 2009, the Examiner issued a final rejection on the new grounds 
of rejection based on the new combination of Sehindler et aL Bri.gb.tman et al. and Stoney. 

37 cm msi(mm 

Summary of the Claimed Subject Matter 
The claimed invention, as set forth in independent Claim 18, relates to a receiver for 
digital data broadcast from a remote location. The receiver includes a storage mechanism or 
means for selective storage of digital data broadcast from a remote location, the data to be stored 
including instruction data, block data, and paths for the data being decoupled. The receiver also 
includes a control system, for control of the storage means or mechanism and control of storage 
of data therein, the control system including a single storage-instruction "first in first out" buffer 
being capable of receiving instructions in a generic form. The receiver also includes a control, 
processing unit for analyzing the digital data to determine when it should be stored, the control 
processing unit inserting instructions in generic form into the single storage-instruction ''first in 
first out" buffer. The instructions include. (a) register read and write commands in a generic form 
for the control of storage of digital data in the storage mechanism; and (b) control system 
commands for automating the bulk transfer of the digital data to and from the storage means; and 

wherein within the single storage-instruction fim-in-iirst-out buffer the control commands for 
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automating the bulk transfer of the digital data from the control system are compatible and 
intemrixable with the register read and write commands. 

An explanation of the subject matter defining each of the claims on appeal referring to 
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Claim 


Specification 


4. 

J 


1 he recehcr as fording \-. s Claim 1 $ wherein 
the anru> oLs. i; vyagc and Uira img oi ihe | 
incoming -.lata iutc- said receiver is performed 
by a control p^ees-nnj. unit ir- s t iid receiver. 


page 4. lines :s -I^: urignjji Cham 4 


5. 


The receiver according to Claim 18 wherein 
said receiver controls which of the incoming 
data is to be stored and generates -signals for 
control of said first in first out buffer to allow 
storage of the appropriate data. 


page 4, lines 1-6; original Claim 5 


6. 


A receiver according to Claim 4 wherein the 
control processing unit loads the command 
signals data into said first in first out butter 
which can include data which is in the same 
form as it is received by any from the group 
consisting of said receiver, the data which is 
altered by said computer processing unit and 
data generated by said computer processing 
unit. 


page 4. lines 6-1. 8 


7. 


A receiver according to Claim 6 wherein said 
i-i-vrm-s-s: nroees^ms unit generates the command 
signals, which instruct the transfer of data to 
and/or from said data storage means. 


page 4, lines 1-5; original Claim ? 


8. 


A receiver according to Claim 7 wherein said 
command signals in said first in first out buffer 
alter the start time for the storage of portions of 
Incoming data. 


page 4, lines 6-18; original Claim 8 


9. 


A recei ver according to Claim 1 8 wherein 
provision of each instr uction in. said first in 
-first out butler in a generic form allows any 
possible register read/write command to be 
sent from/to the attached storage means. 


page 6, lines 11-16; ori ginal Claim 9 
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Claim 


Specification 


'0 \ reteisei . eeojvhn£ ; ■ Claim s > \vhuvir said 
savage nea-is is <su advanced toehnoiog} 
;>;t t ular.er; .omp;mb\ oevive. : 


page 3, r>- 1-\ ! 
page c !htt.\< 1 1- ^ , .-Pi: n;u Claim ' t» , 
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/ \ it-Vll vv-i ij-^v-vJiU.iiJV M.> V.i<Mlil i V< VV i i V. 1 '*-■ ! ,o. 5-1! 1 > 

jJJ:ti- s ral infor.nai:- n \\hic i is :vt osed to 
vj„' ihc registei ^ite vommands to 
he bard ot< 4s ^ e i-: i^ed to hsug*V tLc 
aravmaict hull transfer oftLe ^lie.uned data to ' 
sa'd ^ka^ii. n usns. ; 


page 4. Hk-3 19-? r m-Cmul Clam 1 1 




\ k'u.n^ ^o>«ii < 5 ^ f/Jain " \<- ic us viiC 
a >T ranc s >-> » v\, - r fast i abuses 
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page 4, lines 6-18 


14,. 


A receiver according to Claim 9 wherein said 
storage means is an advanced technology 
attachment pack interfeee compatible device. 


page 3, lines 6-16; 
page 6, lines 11-21 


15. 


The receiver according to Claim 1 8 wherein 

said receiver is connected to a storage means 
which allows selective storage of received data 

therein. 


page 3, lines 16-23 


17. 


A receiver according to Claim 1 8 wherein the 
data required during said bulk transfer is a 
multiplex of many data streams. 


page 5, lines 1 1-29 


18, 


A receiver for digital data broadcast from a 
remote location, said receiver comprising: 


page 1, lines 8-18; 
page 3. lines 16-17; 
page 4, line 25 


a borage means for the selective storage of 
digital data broadcast from a remote locat ion 
therein, the data to be stored including 
instruction data, block data, and paths for the 
data being decoupled: 


page 1, lines 19-25; 
page 3, lines 24-28 


a control system lor control of the storage 
means and control of storage of data therein, 
the control ay stem including a single storage- 
instruction 'lirst in first out" buffer being 
capable of receiving instructions in a generic 
form; 


page 3, lines 19-23; 
page 6, lines I -25 
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Claim 


SpecifkMioa 




a control processing unit lor analyzing the 
digital data to determine when it should be 
stored; 


page 4, lines 2-5: original Claim 4 




said control processing unit inserting 
instructions in generic form into the single 
storage-instruction "first in first out" buffer; 


page 4, lines 6-18; 
page 6, lines 1 1-23 




said instructions comprising: 


page 6, lines 1-25 




(a) register read and write commands in a 
generic form for the control of storage of the 
digital data in the storage .means; 


page 4, lines 19-24; 
nactp ft lines I «l 6 




fb) control system commands for automating 
the bulk transfer of said digital data to and 
from said storage means; and 


page 3, lines 19-23 




wherein within the single storage-instruction 
lirst-.u.vT.ust-oiH- Dunei tut torsuOi vuiiiiii«iiu.& 
for automating the bulk transfer of the digital 
data from the control system are compatible 
and intermixable with the register read and 
write commands. 


page 4, lines 6-24; 
page 6, lines i 1 -25 



3? CFR M I37Cc)(lWvi) 
Grounds of Rejection 

Tbe grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal are as follows; 

Are Claims 4 through 11,13 through 15, 17 and 18 unpatentable under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
over Schindler et aL (U.S. Patent No. 5,995,155} in view of Brightman et al. {U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2006/0292292) in view of Stoney (U.S. Patent No. 6,237,079}? 



37 Cm $407fcWl)fTO) 
Argument 

the AssejM €o^ 

Claims Thereon 
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Section 103(a) provides; 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth m section 102 of this, title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the -subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention, was 
made- 
Independent Claim 18 includes claim limitations of a controi system having a single 
storage-instruction rirst«m~first-out buffer receiving instructions in a generic form with the 
instructions comprising register read and write commands is a generic form and control system 
commands for automating bulk transfer of digital data to and from the- storage .means wherein the 
control commands for automating bulk transfer of the digital data from the control system are 
compatible -and iatermixabie with the register read and write commands. 

The Examiner's reliance on Schlndler et al. on page 3 and 4 of the Office Action (column 
11, lines 10-67} to show generic Instructions is misplaced, Schindler only discloses buffering 
MPEG data within a FIFO buffer rather than the claimed feature of intermixing different 
command types within the buffer. 

Indeed, the Examiner's own interpretation of Schindler et al is inconsistent. In the 
Office Actions of July 15, 2005 (page 6 with reference to Claim 9), and March 8, 2006 (page 7 
with reference to Claim 9), the Examiner states that Schindler et al. "fails to disclose instruction 
in the FIFO in a generic form." In the Office Action of June 4. 2007 (page 3 with reference to 
Claim 1), the Examiner states that Schindler "fails to disclose a single FIFO which uses generic 
commands..." in subsequent Office Action of September 17, 2008 and December 9, 2009 
(which reference to Claim. 1 ), however, the Examiner contradictorily states that the "FIFO buffer 
receives generic instructions,"' 



Likewise, the Examiner's reliance on Brightman et as. is misplaced. There is no teaching 
in Brightman. et ai. of a single FIFO buffer of which control commands for the control sy stem are 
inserted together with register read and write commands with which they are compatible and 
intennkable, Brightman et. ah teaches that different command types go to different FIFOs •••• 
configuration commands go to FIFO 4005, read commands go to FIFO a separate FIFO 4013 and 
write commands, go to FIFO 4021. With further reference to Brightman et a!, (paragraph. 484, 
lines 4-10 and paragraph 485, lines 1-6), it is clear that the commands go to different FIFO 
butters depending on their type rather than being intermixed within the same FIFO buffer as 
claimed. 

Not only does Brightman et at not teach or disclose the claimed features, it teaches away 
from the claimed features. 

"flie additional citation of Stoney does not make up for the missing claim elements. 
Stoney relates to a method of controlling the interaction between a host CPU 202 and a graphical 
co-processor so that instructions in the host CPU can be decoupled to those in the co-processor. 
According to Stoney, column II, lines 44-55, the CPU provides instructions to the co-processor 
via a dedicated bus 231. There is, however, no suggestion or disclosure of any control system 
commands for automating the bulk transfer of data to and from the storage mean. This is 
perhaps not surprising as Stoney is in a completely different field of technology. A skilled 
person therefore would not consider looking at the same. Additionally and again, there is no 
disclosure- of the FIFO intermixing read and write- commands in a single FIFO buffer. In Stoney, 
column 1 ? , lines 48-56, a four port memory controller provides two write ports and two read 
ports with a separate FI FO for each port. 
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in Stoney, column 115, lines 10-15, it is taught that although four ports are preferable for 
speed, even a single FIFO tor a read port or a write port leads to an improvement In other' 
words, this document teaches that, different command types are not intermixed in the same FIFO 
buffer and it is preferable to have multiple buffers for this reason rather than a single one, 
Stoney not only lacks the claim features but teaches away thereafter. 

The asserted combination Sehindler et at, Brighton et at and Stoney must teach, or 
suggest each and every claim feature. See in re Royki, 490 F.2d 981, 180 US.FQ 580 (CCPA 
1974) (emphasis added) (to establish prima jade obviousness of a claimed invention, all the 
claim features most be taught or suggested by the prior art). Indeed as the Board of Patent 
Appeal and interferences has confirmed, a proper obviousness determination requires that an 
Examiner make "a searching comparison of the claimed/invention - including all its limitations ■•- 
with the teaching of the prior art." See .In re Wada and Murphy, Appeal 2007-3733, citing In re 
Ochiah ?1 F.3d 1565, 1572 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (emphasis in original). Further, the necessary 
presence of all claim features is axiomatic, since the Supreme Court has long held that 
obviousness is a question of law based on underlying factual inquiries, including ascertaining the 
differences between the claimed invention and the prior art. Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 
h 148 USFQ 459 (1966) (emphasis added). Thus, it is well-settled law that obviousness requires 
at least a suggestion of all of the features in a claim. See In re Wada and Murphy (cuing C.FMT> 
Inc. v. Yieidup Intern, Corp., 349 FJd 1333, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003) and In re Royka, 490 F.2d, at 
985), 

In summary, even if the teachings of the cited documents were combined together, the 
result would be a system in which different command types would not be intermixed and die 
read command, the write commands, and the control system commands would each be handled 



by separate FIFO buffer. 'None of the documents either singly or takers together teach that 
control commands for automating the bulk transfer of data are intermixed with register read- 
write commands in a single FIFO. 

Accordingly, the combination of Schindier et a),, Brightman et at and Stoney taken 
together does not -reach or equate the limitation of independent Claim i 8. 

The remaining claims are dependent of Claim 18. include ail the limitation thereof, and 

are believed to be allowable for all the same reasons. 

The Asserted GpasMBita 

and Stoney Under 35 U.S.C. § IQlklmggBg 

The combination of Schindier et aL Brightman et ai. and Stoney is untenable. As the 
Supreme Court recently stated, "rejections on obviousness cannot be sustained by mere 
conchisory statements; instead, there must be some articulated reasoning with some rational 
underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness," KSk Ml v. Tekflex Inc., 127 S. 
Ct. 1727, 1741 (2007) (quoting in re Kahrn 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006}). According to 
the USPTO's Examination Guidelines for Determining Obviousness Under 35 U.S.C. § 1.03 in 
view of the Supreme Court Decision in KSR, found at 72 Fed. Reg, 57,526, 57,528-57,529, the 
key to supporting any rejection under 35 U.S.C, § 103 is the clear -articulation of the reason(s) 
why the claimed invention would have been obvious. The Supreme Court in KSR noted that the 
analysis supporting a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 should be made explicit. 

The Examiner is. required in accordance with the so-called Graham factors to make 
findings: 

(a) ascertaining the scope and content of the prior art; 

(b) ascertaining the differences between the claimed Invention and prior art; and 
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(c) Resolving the level of ordinary skill in fee pertinent art. 

On page 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner states: 

Brightman ei at. teaches a system lor processing and transferring of 
data through the use of FIFO and commands. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
the system of receiving data from- a remote location, as disclosed by 
Sehindler et &l, and further incorporated a system that provides read and 
write commands, as disclosed in Brightman, to allow for proper control of 
control, commands and efficient storage of data, 

On page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner states: 

It is taught by Sioney to provide a system for processing and storing 
data on a single FIFO in order to provide higher performance memory 
solutions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skid m 
the an at fee time of the invention to use the system of receiving data from a 
remote location, as disclosed by Sehindler et at, in view of Brightman, and 
further incorporate a system that uses various data being stored on a single 
FIFO, as disclosed by Stomey, to allow for efficient storage of data. 

Initially, the Examiner never Identifies the level pf skill or background of a person skilled 
in the art. Additionally, the Examiner's rationales are conclusory statements, and as such are 
prohibited by the Examination Guidelines. There is no articulated reasoning with rational 
underpinning supporting fee legal conclusion of obviousness. 

In particular, the Examiner failed to resolve the Graham factual inquiries, also listed in 
the Examination Guidelines. The Examination Guidelines quotes KSR: "it can be important to 
identify a reason that would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant, field to 
combine the elements in the way the claimed new invention does." Id. The Examination 
Guidelines go on to state, 'if any of these findings [from the Graham factual inquiries] cannot be 
made, then this rationale cannot be used to support a conclusion that the claim would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art." Id. A further argument against the Examiner's 
fcctual findings is not possible, as the Examiner failed to include such factual Endings, based on 



the Graham tactual inquiries, m the Office Action. In summary, the Examiner has failed to state 
a prima facie case for the combination of three disparate references. 

The .Examiner applies a combination of three (3) references which lack many of the 
features recited by Applicants/Appellants., as well as lacking any motivation to change what the 
references describe. The Examiner has painted a broad brush of obviousness to create the 
features recited by Applicants/Appellants, and paints in a eonclusory manner without specific 
findings for his conclusions, it is impermissible to use the claims, as a frame and the prior art 
references as a mosaic to piece together a facsimile of the claimed invention, and the Examiner 
must avoid the "Insidious effect of a. hindsight syndrome- wherein only that which the inventor 
taught is used against the teacher/' W..L Gore & Associates v. Oarlock, 72! F.2d 1540; 1552-53 
(Fed. Cir. 1988). The- Examiner has failed to state a prima facie case lor the asserted 
combination of Schindler et. al., Brightroan et al. and Stoney. Hone of the cited references, taken 
singularly or In combination, discloses the claimed invention. Furthermore, the references 
concern such disparate subject matter that it would not have been obvious to -anyone to combine 
such references to produce anything approaching the claimed invention. 

In view of the forgoing, Applicants/Appellants respectfully submit that independent 
Claim 18 patentably defines the- claimed invention over the citations of record and over the other 
prior art 

The remaining claims are dependent on independent Claim. 18., incorporate the limitations 
thereof; and are allowable for the same reasons. 

IMMectipniMNoi 
Be Siista jrjgd 

Even a brief review of the voluminous and lengthy prosecution of fee present application 
over nine years with the Examiner repeatedly introducing new references while making final 
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actions, compels the conclusion that the combination of these references is untenable. 



37 CFR S4h37fc¥f)fvisi) 
Claims Appendix 

An appendix containing a copy of the claims is submitted herewith. 



37 C¥R §4L3?(e)fflfa) 
Evidence Appendix 



None, 



37 CFR $41.37{c)(!)|x) 
Related Proceedings Appendix 

There are no related proceedings. 

Summary 

For all the foregoing reasons, it is believed that the present rejection should be lifted and 
that the application, should proceed to allowance. 

Pursuant to 37 CFR §1 J 17(f)., the $.540 fee for filing the brief has been submitted. The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge or credit any additional ices which may be required 
by this paper to Deposit Account No. 08-15OO. 

Respectfully submitted, 

r\ \ Is A 



Mark G. Kaehiglau 
Registration No. 32,840 \J 
HEAD, JOHNSON & KACHIGIAN, P.C. 
228 West 17* Place 

Tulsa, Oklahoma, 741 19 
(918) 587-2000 
mkaehig imifSlh iklawxoni 
Date; June 7, 2010 Attorneys for Applicants/Appellants 
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Claims Appendix. 

1 4, The receiver according to Claim IS wherein the analysis, storage and directing of 

2 the incoming .data into said recei ver is performed by a control processing unit in said receiver. 

1 5, The receiver according to Claim 18 wherein said receiver controls which of the 

2 incoming data is to be stored and generates signals for control of said itrsfc-in- first out buffer to 

3 allow storage of the appropriate data. 

1 6. A receiver according to Claim 4 wherein the control processing unit loads the 

2 command signals data into said first in first out buffer which can include data which is in the 

3 same form as it Is received by any torn the group consisting of said receiver, and data which is 

4 .altered by said computer processing unit and data generated by said computer processing unit 

1 7. A receiver according to Claim 6 wherein said .control processing unit generates 

2 the command signals which instruct the transfer of data to and/or from said data storage means. 

1 8, A receiver according to Claim 7 wherein said command signals in said first m 

2 first out buffer alter the start time for the storage of portions of incoming data. 

1 9. A receiver according to Claim 18 wherein provision of each instruction in m& 

2 fost-in-firsi out buffer in a generic form allows any possible register read/write command to be 

3 sent from/to the attached storage means. 
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10. A receiver according to Claim 9 wherein said storage, means is an advanced 
technology attachment compatible device, 

1.1. A receiver according to Claim 10 wherein any additional information which is 
not used to provide the register read/write commands to the hard disk drive is used to instigate 
the automated hulk transfer of the streamed data to said storage means, 

13, A receiver according to Claim 7 wherein said command signals in said first in 
first out buffer allows a combined set of command signals to be generated. 

14, A receiver according to Claim 9 wherein said storage means is ars advanced 
technology attachment pack interface compatible device. 

15, The receiver according to Claim 18 wherein said receiver is connected to a 
storage means which allows selective storage of received data therein. 

1 7. A receiver according to Claim 18 wherein the data required during said bulk 
transfer is a multiplex of many data streams, 

18, A receiver for digital data broadcast from a remote location, said receiver 
comprising: 

a storage means for the selective storage of digital data broadcast from a remote location 
therein, the data to be stored including instruction data, block data, and paths for the data being 



5 decoupled; 

6 a control system for control of the storage means and control of storage of data therein, 

7 the control, system including a single -storage-instruction, "first In first out" buffer being capable 

8 of receiving instructions in a generic form; 

9 a control processing unit for analyzing the digital data to determine when it should be 

10 stored; 

1 1 said control processing unit inserting instructions in generic form into the single siorage- 

12 instruction "first in first out" buffer; 

13 said instructions comprising; 

14 (a) register read and write commands in a generic form for the control of storage 
! 5 of the digital data in the storage means; 

j 6 (b) control system commands for automating the bulk transfer of said digital data 

17 to and from said storage means; and 

\g wherein within the single storage-instruction firsMn-flrst-out buffer the control 

] 9 commands for automating the bulk transfer of the digital, data from the control system are 

20 compatible and mlennixable with the register read and write commands, 
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